The paper analyses the practical application of preaccession funds in the function of regional development, in the case of development of cross-border cooperation of AP Vojvodina in the period 2007-2013. The results obtained point to the fact that the districts in AP Vojvodina are with the most attracted assets and applicants in the period of IPA programme implementation: South Bačka district (crossborder cooperation -Hungary and Serbia) and South Banat district (cross-border cooperation -Romania and Serbia); that most assets and most projects were realised in crossborder cooperation between Hungary and Serbia; that the participation of realised assets in AP Vojvodina are the following: Hungary -Serbia: 27,35%; Romania -Serbia: 12,98%; Croatia -Serbia: 1,64%; Bosnia and Herzegovina -Serbia: 0,21%. Within the conclusion, an overview was made of the possibilities of the use of IPA II programme for the period 2014-2020 by AP Vojvodina.
Introduction
The European Union's regional policy, according to the prevailing opinion, is one of the most important common EU policies. In the context of the argumentation of this paragraph, primarily stated is the focus of the objectives of the EU regional policy towards cohesion and solidarity with the aim of improvement of economic state of the poorer EU Member States, as well as the commitment to the development of innovation and competitiveness, modernisation, improvement of educational activities, environmental protection and other strategically important areas. In other words, the definition of EU regional policy is the reduction of economic and social differences between the EU Member States by systematic and planned incentives for regional development, in continuity.
In the context of the above, certain authors point out that, when considering the positive aspects of the implementation of the EU regional policy concept "it should be borne in mind that it is not only about the regional development in the narrow sense of the word, but also about the effort to achieve the a connection at the European Union level by reducing the existing differences in the development level between its regions" (Mirić, 2009 ). Referring to this view, it is necessary to make a quick overview of the concepts of regionalism and regionalisation and to point out to the ambiguity and the important elements of distinction of both concepts in relation to the concept of EU regional policy.
Citing numerous manifestations of regionalisation, with different political, administrative, legal or economic characteristics, and the aspect of decentralisation as the basic characteristic of regionalism as a political concept and projection, Golić and Počuča (2017) emphasize the fact that political-territorial autonomy, as one of its manifestations, means the specificity of a certain part of the territory valued through its own (mainly asymmetrical) jurisdictions, revenues and organisation. In theory, the concept of regionalism, as a political projections or a programme, is defined as "advocating for such forms of government that allow and encourage the development of culture and institutions within a region with special jurisdiction and that include the transfer of essential political and legal competencies to regional authorities, with less than full sovereignty, but more than mere administrative functions" (Komšić, 2007) . In this context, Kačar et al. (2016) state that the development of a narrower territorial entity is a complex issue, which, in addition to economic development policy, also includes issues in the field of agriculture, local infrastructure development policy, as a necessary ambience of local economic development, as well as a wide range of civic initiatives, which also imply numerous positive effects in the field of local community development.
Unlike regionalism, under regionalisation, as a kind of methodological approach and distribution system of competencies and relations in a specific constitutional or administrative system, which aims to establish a special level of government -as a higher level of self-government (e.g. France, Poland, Sweden, the Netherlands) or territorial autonomy throughout the territory (Spain, Italy -the so-called political regionalisation) implies the process of creation or formation of lower administrative-territorial units within the state and transferring a part of state power to these units, where these administrative-territorial units represent the central level of government, between the central government and the municipalities (Vuković, Jovanović, Grubišić, 2012) . In a wider sense, the organisation of central authorities at a regional level (deconcentration), economic regionalisation (statistical regions) or inter-municipal regional association, as forms of functional regionalisation, can also be considered as regionalisation. Bearing in mind comparative solutions, it is not possible to determine the existence of a model or standard of organisation of jobs of regional character -regionalisation. In the context of the distinction between regionalism and regionalisation on the one hand and the concept of regional policy of the European Union on the other hand, it is necessary to emphasise that regionalism and regionalisation are the choice of each individual national regional policy, with reflections primarily at the national level, while the regional policy of the European Union is directed at the supranational level elements, on the continuous systematic and planned incentives for regional development, which has already been mentioned previously.
In the context of the prevalent peculiarities of EU regional policy, the paper will first make a theoretical overview of the objectives and importance of EU regional policy, as well as of the financial instruments for its realisation, and then, within the research work and using the relevant methodology, it shall analyse the practical application of pre-accession funds in the function of regional development, in the case of the development of cross-border cooperation of AP Vojvodina in the period 2007-2013, i.e. in the IPA programme implementation period. Within the conclusion, an overview shall be made of the possibilities of the use of pre-accession assistance for the period 2014-2020, within the IPA II programme.
Literature review
The regional policy of the European Union is also called the EU investment policy, bearing in mind that it represents the basic, i.e. main investment instrument in the process of encouraging regional development and financing of all vital components of the mentioned process. EU regional policy is also called the EU cohesion policy, bearing in mind that its overall objective is to strengthen economic, social and territorial cohesion in the regions.
According to the relevant views, in practice this means that economic and social cohesion involves the processes of stimulating competitive economic growth in the regions, respecting the principles of environmental protection, better employment opportunities, and, in principle, better living conditions, while territorial cohesion involves connecting the region with the aim of innovative and mutually harmonised solving of all concrete and potential challenges, which in principle supports both the regions and the European Union in general (European Commission, 2014).
In theory, in the domain of the purpose and justification of the application of the regional policy of the European Union, it is often stated that, from the very beginning, cohesion policy had a dual role in European policies, which in fact means that it should simultaneously promote regional development, but also be a sort or a source of additional funds for the Member States (Međak, Majstorović, 2004) .
EU cohesion policy objectives for the period 2014-2020 were presented in the Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, called Europe 2020, which was adopted in 2010 (Europe 2020, 2010).
Analysing the priorities of the Europe 2020 Strategy, Kronja highlights the following objectives of the European Union regional policy: smart growth -development of knowledge-based economy and innovation (scientific and technological research and development, innovation, education and digital society); sustainable growth -simultaneous encouraging of competitiveness and production that is more resource-efficient; inclusive growth -better participation in the labour market, fight against poverty and social cohesion (whereby the basis for the strategy was: "the economic crisis exit plan; confronting global challenges; continuity in implementation -continuation of the Lisbon Strategy, financial support strengthening; better coordination with other EU policies, better division of labour between EU institutions and Member States, new, more efficient mechanisms for implementation and strengthening of competitiveness at the European level. The basic interrelated elements of the new strategy are: three related priority areas, five main quantitative objectives, seven leading initiatives, ten integrated guidelines, a new system of European economic governance, stronger instruments for strategy implementation monitoring, a clear division of responsibilities, relevance for the countries that want to become EU members") (Kronja, 2015) .
According to the EU cohesion policy, each member state has, within the framework of their national regional policy, defined quantitative, interrelated and conditioned objectives that they want to achieve for a period of ten years. With the aim of achieving the objectives of the national regional policies, the Europe 2020 Strategy has defined seven specific initiatives within the above mentioned three general objectives of the Strategy, while the EU Council has adopted ten integrated guidelines to ensure the implementation of the objectives of the national regional policies by 2020 (Strategy 2020, 2010).
In line with the presented objectives of the regional policy of the European Union, the theory states that the EU cohesion concept in fact implies "the preparation and implementation of programmes and projects financed primarily from the EU cohesion and structural funds, and it is therefore necessary to emphasise that preparations for the management of this policy in fact involve the preparation for the management of EU funds that are focused on the implementation of strategic plans and priorities defined at both the EU and member state levels" (Mirić, 2014) .
When considering the available funds of the European Union, it is necessary to start from the fact that there are three types of EU funds: funds for assistance to EU Member States (the so-called European Structural and Investment Funds), funds to help the candidate countries with integration into the European Union (the so-called pre-accession assistance) and funds for assistance to third countries (e.g. CARDS, TACIS) (Algebra University College, 2017). The five components of the IPA programme under which assets were allocated in the period up to 2013 are: transition and institution building support, cross-border cooperation, regional development, human resources development and rural development.
The aim of the first IPA component is to provide support in the process of joining the European Union. This component allows a country that is a potential candidate for EU membership to participate in Community Programs and the work of EU agencies. The second IPA component is also targeted at countries in the process of EU accession. The goal of the second IPA component is primarily to encourage further cross-border cooperation with Western Balkan countries, as well as candidates and potential candidates for EU membership.
The basic precondition for using third and fourth IPA components is to gain the status of a candidate for membership in the European Union and to accredit a decentralized EU funds management system. Component III supports infrastructure projects in the sectors of environment, regional competitiveness and transport, while Component IV is a program framework for the use of funds in the sector of employment, education, http://ea.bg.ac.rs , Year 65, No. 3, 2018, (pp. 1045-1057) , Belgrade social inclusion and integration, as well as strengthening the institutional capacity and efficiency of public administration and public services.
Economics of Agriculture
Through the fifth IPA Component, the European Union provides to candidate countries with support in the process of adjusting the agricultural sector and rural areas, harmonizing national legislation and managing the Common Agricultural Policy. This component is only intended for candidate countries.
Having in mind the research subject in the paper, it is necessary to pint out the basic peculiarities of the second component of the IPA programme -cross-border cooperation.
Namely, cross-border cooperation as the second component of the IPA programme, applied in the period 2007-2013, consisted of two parts. The first part, or the whole, concerned the assets allocated for bilateral cross-border programmes with the neighbouring Member States, while the other whole referred to the assets for the programmes with Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Montenegro. As current publications used to state, "the usual areas that were financed in cross-border cooperation were tourism, environmental protection, entrepreneurship promotion, etc. IPA cross-border cooperation in the mentioned period included two transnational programs as well, which could involve certain regions. It is the IPA Adriatic Programme and the South East Europe Programme" (Algebra University College, 2017).
In addition to the aforementioned, in theory, other specificities of cross-border cooperation were highlighted, such as the project promoters being non-profit legal entities that belonged to the following categories: organisations, institutions, chambers of commerce, regional and local authorities, regional development agencies, research and development centres, agricultural organisations, etc. Moreover, the cross-border character of the project had to be clearly visible, as well as a positive impact on both sides of the border (Algebra University College, 2017).
In the field of cross-border cooperation, in the period 2007-2013 Serbia had the opportunity to participate in six cross-border cooperation programmes with the neighbouring countries as well as two aforementioned transnational programmes. Thanks to its geographical position, AP Vojvodina was able to participate in four cross-border cooperation programmes (with Hungary, Romania, Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina).
Relevant aspects of development and realisation of cross-border cooperation of AP Vojvodina in the period 2007-2013 will be presented in the text below.
Methodology and data sources used
The subject of the analysis in the paper is the relevant aspects of development and realisation of cross-border cooperation of AP Vojvodina in the period 2007-2013. The method of theoretical content analysis with the basic methods of concretisation and specialisation, as well as the analytical-deductive method of data analysis, has been primarily applied in the paper. , Year 65, No. 3, 2018, (pp. 1045-1057 
Economics of Agriculture

), Belgrade
In addition to the analysis of the cross-border cooperation of AP Vojvodina in the IPA programme implementation period, in the part of the paper that will sublimate the results of the subject analysis, an overview will be also made of the possibility of using pre-accession assistance for the period 2014-2020 within the IPA II programme.
Research results and discussion
Starting from the fact that Serbia did not have an accredited decentralised EU fund management system in the past period, and that it could not independently manage the EU funds, which implied the possibility of using only the first two IPA components (transition support and institution building and cross-border cooperation), during the period 2007-2013, the Republic of Serbia was given approximately EUR 1.4 billion of grants, of the total EUR 11.468 billion that the IPA programme implied and defined for the support of the countries in the process of EU accession (Group of authors, 2016).
The participation of AP Vojvodina in the funds defined by the IPA programme can best be seen in the field of cross-border cooperation (other IPA components).
Thanks to its geographical position, AP Vojvodina was able to participate in four crossborder cooperation programmes (with Hungary, Romania, Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina), financed from another IPA component.
As stated in the document called AP Vojvodina Development Program 2014-2020, that during the three calls for proposals within the Cross-border Cooperation Programme with Hungary, entities from the territory of AP Vojvodina attracted about EUR 21,695,257. In two calls with Romania, entities from Vojvodina attracted about EUR 10,294,398. Then, in the first call with the Croatian entities from the territory of Vojvodina, EUR 1,301,754 was approved (it should be noted that two public invitations were announced in the Cross-border Cooperation Program between Croatia and Serbia, but the authors at the time of writing the paper had only data for the first call, and accordingly, the values of donations to project partners from Vojvodina were shown less than real values), while in two calls with Bosnia and Herzegovina, entities from AP Vojvodina were approved EUR 167,372 (Group of authors, 2016). Having in mind the presented data, it can be noted that the amount of assets identified from the IPA programme for the implementation of the first two IPA componentstransition support and institution building and cross-border cooperation in the Republic of Serbia, in the period 2007-2013, increased proportionally, which is confirmed by the perception of the percentage share of total assets per year at the level of Serbia in the total assets of the IPA programme.
Considering the percentage share of the total assets defined in the IPA Programme for the Republic of Serbia for the entire period (total assets: EUR 1,395,868,923), compared to the total assets available to the IPA programme (total IPA assets: EUR 11,468,000,000), it can be noted that 12.17% of the total assets of the IPA programme were defined for the whole period for the Republic of Serbia, which is a significant amount of assets allocated to support the economic and social transformation of a country that is in the process of accession to the European Union. In doing so, we should not lose sight of the fact that Serbia had the opportunity to use only the first two IPA components (out of a total of five that the IPA programme has foreseen).
In the context of the data presented in the following table, it should be noted that the percentage share of the IPA assets allocated for the implementation of the second component (cross-border cooperation) in Serbia in the period 2007-2013, in relation to the total IPA assets allocated for Serbia in the mentioned period, is 0.7%, which is significantly less compared to the percentage share of the IPA assets allocated for the implementation of the first component in Serbia in the same period (11.48%). , Year 65, No. 3, 2018, (pp. 1045-1057 Having in mind the available data, it is concluded that in the period 2007-2013, the highest amount of assets and the most projects were realised in the cross-border cooperation between Hungary and Serbia (EUR 21,695,257 and 198 projects).
Economics of Agriculture
The districts from the territory of AP Vojvodina with the most attracted assets and applicants are: South Bačka district from cross-border cooperation Hungary -Serbia (EUR 11,713,381 and 107 applicants) and South Banat district from cross-border cooperation Romania-Serbia (EUR 3,680,873 and 19 applicants).
The districts from the territory of AP Vojvodina with the fewest attracted assets and applicants are the following: South Banat district from cross-border cooperation Hungary -Serbia (EUR 35,700 and 1 applicant) and South Bačka district from crossborder cooperation Bosnia and Herzegovina -Serbia (EUR 62,687 and 1 applicant).
The percentage share of assets realised in AP Vojvodina for each cross-border project in relation to the total assets allocated for the Republic of Serbia for the period 2007-2013, and defined for the second component, is shown in the following way: cross-border cooperation Hungary -Serbia: 27.35%; cross-border cooperation Romania -Serbia: 12.98%; cross-border cooperation Croatia -Serbia: 1.64%; cross-border cooperation Bosnia and Herzegovina -Serbia: 0.21%. , Year 65, No. 3, 2018, (pp. 1045-1057) , Belgrade
Conclusion
The current definition of the regional policy of the European Union, stated in the Europe 2020 Strategy, highlights the importance of this programme for the candidate countries as well as the neighbouring countries, stating that the enlargement of the space where European Union rules apply will create new opportunities both for the European Union and for its neighbours, encouraging a balanced and sustainable development as a presumption of stability.
For the period 2014-2020, the European Commission has created a new Instrument for PreAccession Assistance (IPA II), with the aim of closer connection with the EU enlargement priorities, aimed at achieving results and a strategic approach to key reforms in the candidate countries and potential candidates for EU membership (Pejović et al., 2014) .
The IPA II programme contains a variety of differences compared to the previous IPA programme for the period 2007-2013. One of the major changes relates to the structure of the IPA II programme, in which, instead of the existing five components that were characteristic for IPA, the so-called policy areas have been introduced. Policy areas within IPA II are: reforms as part of preparations for EU membership and institution and capacity building; socio-economic and regional development; employment, social policy, education, promotion of gender equality and human resources development; agriculture and rural development; regional and territorial cooperation. These policy areas are very similar in content to the IPA components and are now available to all beneficiary countries regardless of their status in the European integration process (candidates or potential candidates for EU membership) (Pejović et al., 2014) .
Total IPA II budget for the period 2014-2020 amounts to EUR 11.7 billion. Indicative allocation of IPA II to assistance beneficiaries 2014-2020 for the Republic of Serbia, amounts to EUR 1,508,000,000 (Pejović et al., 2014) , which accounts for 12.89% of the total IPA II assets, and confirms the commitment of the IPA II programme to continue its assistance to cross-border cooperation programmes between candidate countries and potential candidates, as well as between them and the EU Member States that they border with.
As for the area of pre-accession assistance, after years of experience in the use of the available components of the IPA programme, the AP Vojvodina Regional Development Framework sets out the following main challenges for acquiring the possibility of using pre-accession assistance for the period 2014-2020 (IPA II): insufficient level of high-quality strategic framework, unwillingness of urban and project-technical documentation for infrastructure projects, unresolved property relations, pre-financing and co-financing of projects, and sustainability of administrative capacities (Group of authors, 2016). The same document points out "recommendations such as active participation in programming and monitoring of international development assistance, strengthening of human capacities, development of urban, planning and projecttechnical documentation, and establishing of mechanism for co-financing and prefinancing projects," (Group of authors, 2016) as key conditions for further use of international development assistance funds.
